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Dear Sir: 

Applicants select Group I, Claims 1-9 and 12-18, without traverse, because the 
International Preliminary Examination Report did find lack of Unity of Invention with 
respect to the article claims and the method claims. 

Applicants select the species identified below, with traverse, because the 
International Preliminary Examination Report did not find lack of Unity of Invention 
with respect to the various embodiments of the article claims, nor did fee Office with 
respect to the Office Action mailed on January 1 8, 2007. Because Claim 1 is still 
considered generic, and because there has been both an International Search and a 
USPTO search already performed, Applicants traverse the notion that more searching is 
needed with respect to particular species. 

Because Applicants are required to make an election of species, Applicants 
select "Species of panel having one straight surface w/male portions having first 
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projections parallel to each other and to the wall and second projections perpendicular to 
each other: Claims 1, 4, 6, 8, 10, 11, 13, 15, and 17." (Emphasis added.) 

While preparing this Response, the undersigned has identified that Claims 13, 
15, and 17 appear to be duplicates of Claims 6, 8, and 10, respectively, because Claim 4 
was amended to depend from Claim 1 ? rather than remain dependent on Claim 2. Also, 
the same situation exists for Claims 14, 16. and 1 8 S because Claim 5 was amended to 
depend from Claim 1, rather than remain dependent on Claim 2. Therefore, Applicants 
have cancelled Claims 13-18. 

Applicants understand that Claims 2, 3, 5, 7, 9, 10, ll 1 , 12, 14, 16, and 18 are 
withdrawn from current examination, Claims 10 and 1 1 for Unity reasons and the others 
for Species reasons. 

Thus, it appears the current claims under examination are Claims 1, 4, 6, 

and 8, References to "Currently Amended" for Claims 1, 4, 6, and 8 are to their status 
as of April 6, 2007 to which the Office has not yet reacted, other than to impose a 
Restriction Requirement and an Election of Species. 

Applicants rely on their response made on April 6, 2007 as to why Claims 1, 4, 
6, and 8 are patentable over the art cited by the Office. Applicants request a Notice of 
Allowance- 
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1 Notwithstanding their presence in the Species listing, Method Claims 10 and 1 1 stand Restricted. 
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